
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



756 HARVARD LAW REVIEW. 

principal case, which is the first expression of the Supreme Court upon this 
point, it would be difficult to change the common-law requirement as to pecuni- 
ary interest. On principle, however, admissions of criminal liability are really 
against a man's pecuniary interest, unless, as here and in many of the decided 
cases, the declaration is made just before death. The pecuniary loss is clear if 
the punishment be by fine; and certainly imprisonment will deprive a man of 
the opportunity to earn anything while imprisoned and perhaps impair his 
chances afterward. The general attitude of the courts, however, toward ex- 
tending any of the hearsay exceptions is one of disfavor due to their distrust 
of easily manufactured hearsay evidence. 

Foreign Corporations — Service of Process — Revocation of Au- 
thority of Agent Appointed to Receive Service of Process in Compli- 
ance with Statute. — A statute required foreign corporations before doing 
business in the state to designate an agent upon whom service of process might 
be had. The defendant corporation, having complied with the statute, made 
a contract with the plaintiff and thereafter ceased doing business in the state. 
In a suit on the contract, it averred that it had revoked the agent's authority 
to receive process. Held, that the revocation was ineffectual. Brown-Ketcham 
Iron Works v. George B. Swift Co., ioo N. E. 584. (Ind., App. Ct.) See 
Notes, p. 749. 

Illegal Contracts — Effect of Illegality — Whether Illegality 
bars Recovery for Fraud. — With the object of defrauding the defendant 
of his property and then getting rid of him, the plaintiff aided him in procuring 
a divorce and married him. She thereby induced him to transfer a large part 
of his property to her. The marriage, being within one year after the divorce, 
was by statute felonious and void. The plaintiff filed a bill for annulment, 
whereupon the defendant brought a cross bill for restitution of the property. 
Held, that the cross bill should be dismissed. Szlauzis v. Szlauzis, 255 111. 
314, 99 N. E. 640. See Notes, p. 738. 

Insurance — Insurable Interest — Relationship in Life Insurance. 
— The deceased insured his own life in favor of a married sister and later 
assigned the insurance policy to her. He owed her no duty of support nor 
did he actually give her financial aid. Held, that the proceeds of the policy 
should be paid to the sister. Phillip's Estate, 238 Pa. St. 423. 

The court held that, even assuming the need of an insurable interest in the 
assignee, yet here the requirement was satisfied. Relationship with an expec- 
tation of some pecuniary advantage from the continued life of the relative 
constitutes an insurable interest. Lord v. Doll, 12 Mass. 115; Geoffroy v. 
Gilbert, 5 N. Y. App. Div. 98, 38 N. Y. Supp. 643. Relationship alone is suffi- 
cient according to the view of some courts because from it an expectation of 
pecuniary advantage may be presumed. See Loomis v. Eagle Life &* Health 
Ins. Co., 6 Gray (Mass.) 396, 399. Where the relationship is that of husband 
and wife, this pecuniary advantage is clear because of the wife's legal right to 
support and the husband's right to her services. Gambs v. Covenant Mutual Life 
Ins. Co., 50 Mo. 44; Currier v. Continental Life Ins. Co., 57 Vt. 496. But in 
most other relationships the advantage may be so uncertain that more defi- 
nite evidence should be required to show an expectancy. Guardian Mutual 
Life Ins. Co. of New York v. Hogan, 80 111. 35 ; Life Ins. Clearing Co. v. O'Neill, 
106 Fed. 800. It would seem the best policy always to require from the insurer 
a pecuniary interest in the life. A sentimental interest alone may in the great 
majority of cases prevent the contract being objectionable as a wager, and 
may provide an effective check to the temptation to kill the insured. But 
there is no sufficient advantage to society in allowing compensation for senti- 
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mental loss, as there is in a case where one insures his means of subsistence; 
and without such advantage the dangerous tendencies which must occasionally 
bring evil results seem sufficient to invalidate the policy. Life Ins. Clearing 
Co. v. O'Neill, supra. Contra, Woods v. Woods' Adm'r, 130 Ky. 162, 113 S. W. 
79. See cases collected in Richards, Insurance Law, 3 ed., § 35; 1 May, In- 
surance, 4 ed., § 102 A-107 c. 

Interstate Commerce — Control by Congress — Conflict Between 
Federal and State Police Regulations: Safety Appliance Laws. — 
A state statute required all locomotives used in the state to comply with 
certain specifications tending to promote the safety of travel, and for an elabo- 
rate system of inspection to enforce compliance. A subsequent federal statute 
embodied similar provisions for interstate locomotives, and differed only in 
details the enforcement of which would not render impossible enforcement of 
the state statute. Held, that the state statute is now invalid as to interstate 
commerce. Louisville 6" Nashville R. Co. v. Hughes, 201 Fed. 727 (Dist. Ct., 
S. D. Oh.). 

The state statute was admittedly valid, when passed, as an exercise of police 
power in the absence of federal regulation. But the law seems to be that a 
federal statute which shows an intent to exclude all state police regulation of 
interstate commerce in a given field is effective in so doing, even though the 
state regulations are not inconsistent with those of Congress. Northern Pa- 
cific Ry. Co^v. Washington, 222 U. S. 370, 32 Sup. Ct. 160. In the principal 
case the intent of Congress to control completely one field of interstate com- 
merce is made plain by the elaborateness of the federal statute. Moreover, 
although the two statutes could have been enforced simultaneously, the ex- 
pense involved prohibits it as a matter of business expediency, and they 
should be held to be in direct conflict. See 26 Harv. L. Rev. 78. 

Interstate Commerce — Control by States — Conflict between 
Federal and State Police Regulations: Pure Food Laws. — A state stat- 
ute provided that a certain compound should not be sold under the label 
of "syrup." The defendants, retail merchants, were convicted under this 
statute. The goods in question were bought in another state and the label 
and package were unaltered. The label "syrup" was a proper one under the 
federal Pure Food Act, applying to goods in interstate commerce. Held, that 
the state statute is invalid as interfering with the operation of the federal 
Pure Food Act. McDermott v. State of Wisconsin, 33 Sup. Ct. 431. 

For a discussion of the principles involved see 26 Harv. L. Rev. 78. 

Interstate Commerce — Interstate Commerce Commission — Power 
to Order Equalization of Intrastate Rates with Interstate Rates. — 
A state railroad commission fixed intrastate rates so low as to prevent com- 
mercial competition within the state by distributing centers just across the 
state line which had to ship under the reasonable interstate rates. The rail- 
road acquiesced. The Interstate Commerce Commission ordered the railroad 
to equalize its interstate and intrastate rates in that section. Held, that 
Congress has the constitutional power to do this, and it has delegated that 
power to the Interstate Commerce Commission. Texas 6* Pacific Ry. Co. v. 
United States, U. S. Commerce Ct., April 25, 1913. 

The court permitted the order because the state rates could be resisted by 
the railroad on the ground that they were unconstitutional in interfering with 
interstate commerce. The case thus presents a similar question to that in- 
volved in the State Railroad Rate Cases now before the Supreme Court. 
See Shepard v. Northern Pacific Ry. Co., 184 Fed. 765; St. Louis &* 5. F. 
Ry. Co. v. Hadley, 168 Fed. 317. In deciding that the discriminatory intra- 



